I. Introduction

<T>
Given that Deleuze and Guattari came to prominence as collaborators in the aftermath of the May 1968 events in Paris, some readers of A Thousand Plateaus (henceforth ATP) have attempted, often with difficulty, to determine the explicitly political significance of this seminal text. The critics, most prominently Badiou (2000 Badiou ( : xii, 2009 , find Deleuze and Guattari's Capitalism and Schizophrenia project to be insufficiently Marxist, calling into question the pair's oft-stated inclination towards this political and scholarly tradition. According to this criticism, that Deleuze and Guattari do not seem to develop the forms of organisation needed for political intervention means that they are, at best, ambivalent towards the revolutionary politics specified in Marxist praxis. In this vein, Hallward (2006) faults Deleuze and Guattari for leaving little room for the processes of social and historical transformation and still less for possible political formations of solidarity and resistance. As he asserts in a 2009 debate, '<EXP>' A text like Sartre's 'Colonialism is a System' is designed precisely to get a grip on the issue, to analyse it strategically. Such analysis can enable something like a collective determination to take shape in such a way that it can have a strategic impact and change that situation. It's all about unifying, solidifying, strengthening, focusing -themes opposed to [Deleuze and Guattari's] general logic (Alliez et al. 2009: 144) .
In their reluctance to adopt the concepts, practices and formations typical of Marxism, as these critics argue, Deleuze and Guattari are guilty of being apolitical (Badiou 2009a) or worse 'indifferent to the politics of this world' (Hallward 2006: 162) .
<NP>
The difficulty that these readers of ATP have encountered while trying to find its implications for a political project contrast with Deleuze and Guattari's longstanding engagement with a number of radical causes (Dosse 2010) . Guattari, after all, was a committed militant in a number of domestic and international activist circles, from groups espousing unorthodox versions of Marxism (that is, contra those of the French Communist Party and its associated Althusserian tendencies) to movements eschewing the traditional practices of psychiatry and psychoanalysis. Deleuze, while being the less manifestly political of the two, was nevertheless a member of Foucault's Groupe d'information sur les prisons in the early 1970s and a steadfast defender of the Palestinian cause. While critics such as Badiou and Hallward are right to interrogate the heterodox politics promulgated by Deleuze and Guattari, I believe that their criticism does not attest to the depth and complexity of the political engagements spelled out in the pair's work. In the 2009 debate, Hallward himself hints at the numerous radical tendencies found in the dual-authored texts:
'<EXP>' If you aim to use Deleuze politically then this is the best way to do it: to think about what kind of resources he and Guattari give us for understanding how political composition works, how capitalism works, how political organisations might become more supple and inventive, and so on (Alliez et al. 2009: 153) .
In response to these provocations, a number of scholars, including (but not limited to) Patton (2000) , Lecercle (2005) , Tynan (2009 ), Nail (2012 and Sibertin-Blanc (2016) , have elaborated on precisely the elements that Badiou and Hallward accuse Deleuze and Guattari's work of lacking, that is, the concepts, practices and political formations specific to Marxism. As featured in ATP and other texts, these are sometimes apparent and applied in a straightforward manner, but more often than not they are treated in an indirect and unconventional way. Thoburn (2003) has provided perhaps the most forceful politico-economic interpretation of the pair's oeuvre. In Deleuze, Marx and Politics, he points to a number of Marxian and Marxist premises in Deleuze and Guattari's work; among others, these include the call for a 'new earth' (Deleuze and Guattari 1983: 382) akin to Marx's vision for a future communist order, their equation of the 'minor' with the proletariat in capitalist society (Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 472) and an active political and intellectual engagement with a variety of radical currents from the 1960s and 70s, most prominently autonomia from Italy and what might be called the 'unorthodox turn' in French leftist critical theory (Lyotard 1974; Baudrillard 1970 Baudrillard , 1972 Baudrillard , 1973 .
While much else has been written about Deleuze and Guattari's positions on Marxism (for example, Holland 2011), I continue Thoburn's analysis with regards to the radical politics found in ATP and thus join the ongoing scholarly effort analysing the text's many resources for formulating a political project. In particular, I discuss their repeated references to the themes and debates advanced by the 'dependency theorists', i a loosely societies progress through similar stages of development. In a teleological fashion, the theory portrayed the 'underdeveloped' countries of the era as resembling their concurrently 'developed' counterparts at previous moments in the past. To the modernisation theorists, bringing peripheral countries out of poverty entailed 'helping' them along the supposedly common path to development by investing in infrastructure and technology and ensuring their closer integration into the world market. Even though modernisation theory counted many adherents within the ranks of the Global North institutions responsible for maintaining the world economic order, by the mid-1960s it had fallen out of academic favour -in large part due to continued poverty in the countries where its development schemes had been attempted.
Among the vanguard of thinkers who formulated specific critiques of modernisation theory were the 'dependency theorists'. This group included a number of specialists who were at one point affiliated with the ECLA but who later broke with this UN institution.
Even as their criticisms subsequently went in diverse directions, the dependency theorists were united in their rejection of modernisation theory's teleology of developmental 'stages'. Instead, they believed that underdeveloped -or peripheral -countries are not simply 'primitive' versions of developed ones, but rather feature unique structures and histories of their own and, more crucially, are in the unenviable position of being among the weakest members within the global capitalist order. As such, the dependency theorists examined the marginal situation of the global periphery from the point of view of how external forces produce and condition the internal socio-economic structures of these countries.
While it is difficult to speak of 'dependency theory' as if it were a coherent theoretical paradigm, I develop in what follows a brief taxonomy of its main tendencies. As I show later, this collective body of thought provides Deleuze and Guattari with one of the bases necessary for the political interventions they delineate in ATP. Following Foster-Carter (1978) , Palma (1981) and Larrain (1989) , I will classify -for the sake of explanatory ease -the dependency theorists into two rough groups: the dependentists and the empiricists. Seeking to construct a 'general theory of dependency', the dependentists believe that underdevelopment on the global periphery is the due to the asymmetry that characterises the relations that these countries have with the world's central economies (cf. Lazzarato 2012: 33 (Wallerstein 1975: 23) .
Likewise, Cardoso and Faletto (1979) detail the chief economic transition that took place within Latin American countries at the beginning of the twentieth century: from economies based solely on the exportation of raw materials to ones featuring a mix of industry and exports. As they explain, this shift in emphasis provoked numerous crises within Latin America, as the new ruling classes -the industrial and comprador bourgeoisies, in tandem with technocratic government elites -sought to re-organise their political economies in favour of manufacturing. Frequently couching their efforts in nationalist terms, these emergent domestic forces attempted to stave off a position of permanent backwardness as the 'unproductive' exporters of raw materials to the central economies of the world system (cf. Goodchild 1996: 120) . For a while, the national projects of this new class alliance proceeded according to plan -even spectacularly so, in the cases of Brazil and Argentina. However, as Cardoso and Faletto demonstrate, each one of these countries eventually succumbed to crisis, as the conditions necessary within the global system for widespread industrialisation had changed radically (for example, the rise of 'free trade', use of advanced proprietary technologies, reductions in shipping expenses and so on). What had been a delay in the industrialisation process at the periphery had thus become entrenched underdevelopment.
As seen the italicised words in the previous paragraph -that is, Cardoso and Faletto's references to chronological transitions, intentionality, causality, hierarchical achievement and social change -run counter to many of the notions of temporality that Deleuze and
Guattari forward in ATP, such as 'becoming', 'stratification' and 'contingency', among others. For Cardoso and Faletto, time is linear, calculable and 'reversible', in the sense that their political project is to undo centuries of economic dependency and underdevelopment at the world periphery. For Deleuze and Guattari, in stark contrast, time implies emergence and irreversibility; in ATP, the past is presented as an omnipresent whole, not a series of occurrences strung out on a line, as is found in Cardoso and Faletto's 'historical-structural' approach to dependency theory. Deleuze and
Guattari thus favour non-linear movement between moments in the past, without having to outline or situate these within an empirical scheme or timeline.
iv <NP> A second tendency emphasised by the dependency theorists but not Deleuze and Guattari is the role within the world system of luxury commodity consumption by elites in peripheral countries. Among the former group of thinkers, Amin (1976) is the one to develop this factor in the most detail, highlighting a two-part process that leads to overall 'unequal development' in the world system. According to his account, the exploitation of Global South countries is largely due to the core economies extracting sizeable amounts of the surplus created at the world periphery. Another aspect of this process is the squandering by 'backward oligarchies' of the small part of the surplus that remains on the periphery, a phenomenon that usually takes the form of luxury consumption. In other words, elites on the periphery fail to reinvest their revenues from international trade, but instead waste them in acts of conspicuous consumption, thus forming a captive market that purveyors of luxury goods in the core countries are eager to exploit. Amin asserts, as a result, that it is in part due to the loss and misuse of their economic surplus that peripheral countries become underdeveloped. Larrain relates this phenomenon to the contradictory nature of consumption at the global periphery:
'<EXP>' Because super exploitation means that the local working class is practically excluded from the consumption of manufactured products, a double sphere of consumption is created: luxury consumption for the few members of the ruling classes and subsistence consumption for the majority of the workers (1989: 118) .
This failure to re-invest capital at the periphery, in turn, puts additional pressure on the few 'successful' export sectors in place (usually in raw materials), resulting in a nondiversified economy that is almost entirely at the whims of global commodity prices. In contrast, Deleuze and Guattari's omission of the structural role played by elite consumption is likely due to their hesitancy to adopt in total the Marxist framework of class. In ATP, the pair downplays the existence of any fixed economic identities or groups, due to the pervasiveness and dynamism of capitalism across the social whole. Amin. While Cardoso and Faletto do take into account the dynamics of the world system, their analysis instead focuses on 'the historical transformation of structures by conflict, social movements, and class struggles ' (1979: x) . To these authors, dependency is not simply an 'external' factor leading to internal consequences, but rather is a pervasive condition that manifests itself through domestic class conflict. They write, 'an understanding of the strong inequalities characterizing these structures [of Latin
American economies], as well as an explanation of the exploitative process through which these structures are maintained, require the analysis of the system of production and the institutions of appropriation' (Cardoso and Faletto 1979: x Deleuze and Guattari would take issue with the simplistic binary of 'development' and 'underdevelopment', in which 'development' is the non-problematic condition and 'underdevelopment' is conceived of as its reverse (Sibertin-Blanc 2016: 204) . Ironically, this rather crude opposition even mirrors the modernisation theory that the dependency theorists so vociferously rejected, as both theories cite a preferred model of development then assess the 'backwardness' of the periphery in relation to it. Likewise, akin to how modernisation theory predicts development for the periphery by means of repeating the process already undertaken by the developed countries, dependency theory -in a similarly determinist fashion -foretells the opposite scenario: the impossibility of any 'advancement' among the peripheral countries of the world system (cf. Frank 1969: xv).
In a similar fashion, as theorists and proponents of 'nomadology', Deleuze and Guattari reserve a conceptual aversion for the form and organisation of the modern nation-state.
However, as they would most likely point out, the very framework of the nation-state underpins dependency theory, such that it is theoretically incapable of transcending the national economy as a unit of analysis. In this light, dependency theory follows bourgeois economics in its valorisation of 'national development', a concept long thought to transcend class interests, yet is one that has often been mobilised to subdue radical workers' movements, diverting attention away from local class struggles towards chimerical threats of 'external enemies' (Larrain 1989: 192) . As is obvious, Deleuze and
Guattari would rebuff the dependency theorists' simplistic treatment of the nation-state in the same way that they would object to the more teleological assumptions implied in the concept of development.
IV. The Development of Dependency
<T>
Thus far, we have seen how Deleuze and Guattari do not employ in ATP a number of the central elements of dependency theory. In the following sections, I will do the opposite, citing some key concepts from this scholarship that the pair takes up in the text. The first of these parallels regards the development of the unequal exchange and uneven geographic development that mark the contemporary capitalist order. Although Deleuze and Guattari eschew linear notions of temporality in ATP, they nonetheless reference the historical basis of unequal exchange within the world system. In fact, the pair is explicit when they say that the continued asymmetry found between states of the Global North Guattari admit that individual nation-states can have markedly different economies (for example, Germany and Togo), though they underscore that these supposedly disparate parts of the world system converge to form an integral capitalist order:
'<EXT>' We can join [dependency theorist] Samir Amin in saying that the axioms of the periphery differ from those of the center. And here again, the difference and independence of the axioms in no way compromise the consistency of the overall axiomatic. On the contrary, central capitalism needs the periphery constituted by the Third World, where it locates a large part of its most modern industries; it does not just invest capital in these industries, but is also furnished with capital by them (1987: 465; emphasis added).
Even as these distinct politico-economic spaces retain their own relations of production, they are also forced to interact with other, more powerful productive systems. For Amin, 'domination [is] the basis of this unity ' (1977: 190 showing how the overall world system retains its capitalist nature regardless of the specific productive formations that combine to constitute it.
VI. Conditions of Inequality
<T>
Having sketched the contours the world system, Deleuze and Guattari then go about defining its characteristics, in particular the many asymmetries that exist with regards to capital flows and debt levels, the terms of global trade and the governance of the world capitalist system. As before, the pair's work resembles that of the dependency theorists, 
VII. Becoming-surplus
<T>
Throughout ATP, Deleuze and Guattari bemoan the 'machinic enslavement ' (1987: 428) present in the global capitalist order, a condition they liken to the slave labour employed by the Despotic States of antiquity, the 'first great mega-machine[s] of capture and accumulation' (Holland 2013: 134) . In describing this condition, the pair references repeatedly the plight of workers, in particular how these producers of surplus-value become parts of a social machine devoted solely to the accumulation of capital. In the 'Apparatus of Capture' plateau, Deleuze and Guattari define the process by which rents accrue to the owners of capital; rather than by slavery, as was the case under the Despot, the appropriation of surplus instead takes place under a more indirect -but no less reprehensible -regime: wage labour. They write, '<EXT>' We shall call Capture this difference or excess constitutive of profit, surplus labor, or the surplus product: 'Nominal wages include everything, but the wage-earners retain only the income they succeed in converting into goods; they lose the income siphoned off by the enterprises ' (1987: 446; italics in original).
<NP>
The appropriation of surplus-value -a process to which Deleuze and Guattari allude in their concept of 'capture' -has been, after all, a central concern to generations of Marxists, a group that includes many of the dependency theorists. Scaling up this Marxian notion to the level of nation-states, Frank laments the 'expropriation and appropriation of a large part or even all of and more than the economic surplus or surplus value of the satellite by its local, regional, national or international metropolis ' (1969: 147) . As an example, Frank mentions that in the case of Brazil there was a net capital outflow to the US of $1.6 billion between 1947 and 1960 (Frank 1969: 150) . Because interests in the core countries control decisions regarding production, 'capture' represents the value siphoned off from the periphery that goes to swell the capital funds available in comprising the country's relatively impoverished northeast region (Nordeste). As they note, a marked 'dualism' can be seen over these two areas -that is, the uneven and fragmented nature of development under capitalism (Cardoso and Faletto 1979: 198) . from the colonial era, the integral nature of the capitalist order, the heterogeneity that marks the peripheral and core areas of the world system and the tendency of surpluses to be captured from within the flows of global commerce. Moreover, it is certain that both
Deleuze and Guattari and the dependency theorists favour 'a non-economistic reading of the economy, a reading not based on exchange but rather on an asymmetrical creditordebtor power relation' (Lazzarato 2012: 72) . As should also be expected with Deleuze and Guattari, however, the pair omits some key tenets of dependency theory -for example, its Marxist-inspired conceptions of history and class struggle -while rejecting (implicitly) others, namely the use of 'development' and the 'nation-state' as two principal units of analysis.
The pair's recurring engagement with dependency theory in ATP does, pace Badiou and
Hallward, point to some specific areas of intervention for a possible Deleuzo-Guattarian political project. Both Deleuze and Guattari and the dependency theorists conclude that even as countries feature differing forms of socio-economic organisation they are always assimilated into the global order of capitalism. Similar to the position of Marx 100 years earlier, all the thinkers discussed herein acknowledge the protean and dynamic character of worldwide capitalism, even as they recognise the necessity of disrupting its violent and exploitative nature. The challenge thus becomes how to formulate a revolutionary politics that can overcome the might of global capital and its ruinous 'economy of debt' (Lazzarato 2012: 96) with an eye to creating genuinely 'popular' forms of social organisation.
Once again, the thought of Deleuze and Guattari and that of the dependency theorists converges upon some political and conceptual strategies for achieving this aim. In
Critique and Anti-Critique (1984), Frank posits that real revolutions on the global periphery must first require political independence by means of a 'delinking' from the core capitalist countries. As he insists, the scope and power of multinational capital make the establishment of autonomy a must if imperial ties with the centre are to be severed.
Only by delinking from global capitalism can peripheral countries develop the kinds of social and economic organisation more appropriate to the needs of their populations.
Frank also asserts that delinking can create the internal political conditions necessary for combating socio-economic inequality, a logic which can later be used to structure any dialogue with representatives from the institutions of global capitalism. The overarching aim for the process of delinking is thus to find alternatives to the hegemonic 'structural adjustment' policies advocated by the core countries, which oblige peripheral governments to tailor their agendas to the demands of international capital, to the detriment of the social, cultural and economic interests of a majority of their inhabitants. (1990) , concludes that only with political autarky can the global periphery possess any basis for autonomy on social and economic matters. He asserts that the decision to maintain or sever 'linkages' with the capitalist system should be entirely pragmatic -'Is X really to our people's benefit or not?' -and be based strictly on particular interests within the peripheral country in question. Amin simplifies the calculus: the arrangements bringing the fewest benefits and extracting the greatest costs should be discontinued immediately. If these steps were to be taken en masse, he supposes, then the policies of institutions such as the IMF, WTO and World Bank would need to be revised, thus putting peripheral countries in a better position to implement development projects that are endogenously oriented, as opposed being solely at the whims of financial markets that have them 'by the throat' (Surin 2009: 127) .
Not only do Deleuze and Guattari seem to converge on these positions of Frank and Amin, the pair also offers a potent concept that could underlie efforts at the periphery to 'delink' from the core: the war machine. In fact, any possible political and theoretical rapprochement of Deleuze and Guattari and the dependency theorists must involve aligning the dynamism of the war machine to the radical project of delinking. Comprised of thought and action that is situational rather than scientific, the war machine 'appeals to a people instead of taking itself for a government ministry' (Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 378) . This revolutionary device operates at the periphery en plein air with whatever resources happen to be at hand, rather than adhering to the supposed 'laws' or 'science' formulated by the sedentary states and their apparatuses of capture at the core of the world system. In the words of Patton, the war machine implies a 'theoretical domain conceived as a milieu, rather than a territory, within which we may assemble and deploy whatever kinds of theoretical apparatus may prove useful, or necessary to the enterprise in which we are engaged ' (1988: 132) . The war machine, then, is neither possessed by a particular group or current nor maintained by a vanguard party, but rather is a 'a mode of engagement, an open set of political parameters and techniques, and a site of problematisation' (Thoburn 2003: 9) .
Thus, the tactics and disposition of the war machine will no doubt be essential in any attempt at the periphery to delink from the core capitalist institutions. As Deleuze and
Guattari warn, however, there are no pre-given laws or guarantees to shape this outcome, either at the periphery or in the core; only by struggle and experimentation, and the failure that always accompanies any success in this process, can the desire to 'delink' be fulfilled (Surin 2009: 261) . As it builds, the political project of delinking might even be turned into a global war machine of revolution, one 'of smashing capitalism, of redefining socialism […] whose aim is neither the war of extermination nor the peace of generalized terror, but revolutionary movement' (Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 472-3) .
The lone alternative offers little consolation: acceptance of a profoundly asymmetric world system that continues to be marked by US hegemony, an exploitative 'debt economy' (Lazzarato 2012: 20) and 'neo-imperialist wars of that criminalize any force of contestation' (Sibertin-Blanc 2016: 92).
In conclusion, by employing a number of important ideas from the repertoire of dependency theory, Deleuze and Guattari again disprove their more trenchant critics' assertions (for example, Badiou 2000; Hallward 2006 ) that their work lacks specifically political registers of thought. In this light, we can interpret Deleuze and Guattari's inclusion of dependency theory in ATP to be a 'war machine' against the forces of technocratic elitism and in favour of a 'delinking' politics that seeks to create more equitable forms of social organisation. Furthermore, the pair shares the belief of the dependency theorists that peripheries can be the sites for mobilising a revolutionary politics. As such, these thinkers strongly believe that even a global revolution might emerge from the smallest of political experiments on the margins of the world system (cf.
Nail 2012: 4).
In the aftermath of the May 1968 events in Paris, Deleuze and Guattari came to the realisation that the traditional industrial working class could no longer be considered the primary agents of revolution. Out of this impasse, they looked not simply to the proletariat of industrialised countries, but rather foresaw a linkage of this group with the broader pool of the dispossessed and disaffected in core and peripheral countries alike.
Deleuze and Guattari thought that this much larger collective political assemblage -all exploited by capital and essential to the reproduction of the current world systempossessed more room to manoeuvre in order to 'construct revolutionary connections in opposition to the conjugations of the axiomatic ' (1987: 473) . Using Hardt and Negri's terminology, 'the creative forces of the multitude that sustain Empire are also capable of autonomously constructing a counter-Empire, an alternative political organization of global flows and exchanges ' (2000: xv) . With this idea of revolution, Deleuze and Guattari once again resist the conceptualisation of politics as taking place on a single strategic plane and instead conceive of 'revolutionaries' to be those at the world system's many peripheries who embody a pervasive, if diffuse and heterogeneous, desire for liberation. It is this emphasis -conceptualising a revolutionary politics that draws its strength from the periphery -that is central to the pair's engagement with dependency theory in ATP.
Notes
i 'Dependency theory' was a term that some of these thinkers embraced and others resisted, for different reasons. For the sake of simplicity, I lump the 'dependency theorists' together, though in the following section I elaborate on the range of positions this group held.
ii I wish to thank one of the anonymous readers for emphasising this connection.
iii Apart from Amin, whom Deleuze and Guattari explicitly cite, the connections I draw between passages of ATP and the remaining dependency theorists cited herein -Frank, Wallerstein, Cardoso and Faletto -is not to say that the text definitively draws on these four thinkers and not from others working in this tradition of scholarship. Thus, so as to resolve the issue of which theorists to include, I consulted three definitive accounts of dependency theory, those by Foster-Carter (1978) , Palma (1981) and Larrain (1989) ; after close examination, I realised that Frank, Wallerstein, Amin, Cardoso and Faletto are the only major dependency theorists to be cited in all of the three aforementioned overviews. Furthermore, I base this decision on my judgement as a reader of this scholarly corpus. While not representative of the entirety of the respective schools of thought within dependency theory as a whole, the writings of Frank, Wallerstein, Amin, Cardoso and Faletto nevertheless provide a sense of the variety, refinement and even divergences within the scholarship. iv I should note that the 'universal history' constituting the third part of Anti-Oedipus (1983) does, in fact, read in a linear fashion, even though Deleuze and Guattari explain that this version of temporality is only possible from the vantage point of contemporary capitalism. I thank the other anonymous reader for reminding me of this divergence. v I take 'the axiomatic' to be something akin to the global politico-economic order. To use Deleuze and Guattari's parlance, we could say that an assemblage of diverse axioms -that is, specific politico-economic formations -constitutes the global axiomatic.
vi Amin notes that this 'plurality' of productive systems can only be found at the global periphery. The core countries, in contrast, have a 'vocation to exclusiveness, that is to say, to the destruction of all precapitalist modes' (Amin 1973: 64; cited in Larrain 1989: 142) .
